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DETAILED ACTION 

Specification 

1 . Applicant is reminded of the proper language and format for an abstract of the disclosure. 

The abstract should be in narrative form and generally limited to a single paragraph on a 
separate sheet within the range of 50 to 150 words. It is important that the abstract not exceed 
150 words in length since the space provided for the abstract on the computer tape used by the 
printer is limited. The form and legal phraseology often used in patent claims, such as "means" 
and "said," should be avoided. The abstract should describe the disclosure sufficiently to assist 
readers in deciding whether there is a need for consulting the full patent text for details. 

The language should be clear and concise and should not repeat information given in the 
title. It should avoid using phrases which can be implied, such as, "The disclosure concerns " 
"The disclosure defined by this invention," "The disclosure describes," etc. 

2. It is suggested that "breading" be changed to —breeding— in claim 1 5, and "ton" be 
changed to —to— in line 7 of claim 22. 

3. Claim 18 is objected to under 37 CFR 1.75(c), as being of improper dependent form for 
failing to further limit the subject matter of a previous claim. Applicant is required to cancel the 
claim(s), or amend the claim(s) to place the claim(s) in proper dependent form, or rewrite the 
claim(s) in independent form. Claim 18 appears to fail to further limit claim 17 because "more 
than 90%" is understood by the examiner to be fewer than "substantially all" as recited in claim 
17. It is suggested that the limitations be switched between the claims. 

Drawings 

4. The drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 3 7 CFR 1 . 84(p)(5) because they 
do not include the following reference sign(s) mentioned in the description: 44,46. A proposed 
drawing correction or corrected drawings are required in reply to the Office action to avoid 
abandonment of the application. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 VSC §112 

5. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

6. Claims 10 and 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

7. Claim 10 recites the limitation "the filter chamber that is upstream of the irradiation 
chamber" in lines 1-2. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. It 
appears that claim 10 should depend from claim 9 instead of claim 8, which would overcome the 
rejection. Claim 1 1 is rejected for being dependent from claim 10. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

8. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States 

9. Claims 8 and 23-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Engelhard (5,540,848). 

10. Engelhard '848 teaches a filter system comprising an irradiation chamber (140) 
containing a biocidal UV lamp (78) extending the length of the chamber and creating 
ozone/oxygen along the length of the lamp within the chamber, a venturi (70) for injecting the 
created ozone/oxygen into water entering the chamber, a filter chamber connected serially 
downstream from the irradiation chamber (figure 1), the filter chamber having a water inlet and 
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outlet to allow non-bypass filtration (abstract, col. 5, lines 33-39). The filter in the filter chamber 
includes a cylindrical medium that is supported between ridges (118, 126). The UV lamp will 
inherently prevent bacteria propagation on the downstream filter because of its bacteria-killing 
properties. 

11. Claims 8, 10 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Beitzel 
(4,274,970). 

12. Beitzel '970 teaches a water treating system comprising a filter chamber (32) having an 
inlet and outlet serially connected upstream from an irradiation chamber (12). The irradiation 
chamber includes a UV lamp (20) extending along its length for producing ozone/air, which is 
withdrawn and injected into the water stream entering the irradiation chamber at an aspirator 
(34). The filter is used to remove contaminants to avoid interference with the UV chamber 
(figures, col. 3, lines 57-68, col. 5, line 63 to col. 6, line 10). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

13. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

14. Claims 1 and 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kelada 
(6,080,313) in view of Engelhard '848. 

15. Kelada '313 discloses a modular water purification system, comprising a frame structure 
(44) for joining and supporting a plurality of chamber-defining canisters serially in a water path 
in side-by-side relation, the chambers including an irradiation chamber (22) and pre-filtration 
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chambers (14, 20) for non-bypass filtration of the water (figures, col. 3, lines 29-43, col. 5, lines 
61-67). The pre-filters will inherently substantially eliminate irradiation blockage by particulates 
down to 0.2 micron (col. 16, lines 4-6). 

16. The instant claims differ from the disclosure of Kelada '3 13 in that the irradiation 
canister has an ozone treatment and oxygenation location along its length. Engelhard '848 
discloses a water treatment system as discussed in paragraph 10 above. It would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the 
irradiation chamber of Kelada '3 13 to include the ozone/oxygen generating arrangement of 
Engelhard '848 in order to provide enhanced killing of any microorganisms present and to 
oxidize any undesirable compounds (abstract). 

17. Claims 9 and 1 1-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Beitzel '970 in view of Cohen et al. (4,595,498). 

18. Beitzel '970 discloses all of the limitations of the claims as discussed above except that 
the system also includes a downstream filter having an inlet and outlet, the pre-filter removes 
over 90% of particulates greater than 5 microns, and the post-filter removes over 90% of 
particulates larger than 1 micron. Cohen et al. '498 disclose a water polishing system 
comprising a sub-micron ultra filter (280) downstream of an irradiation ozone-producing 
chamber (230) (figures, col. 2, lines 35-50, col. 3, lines 48-50). It would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include the post-filter of Cohen 
et al. '498 in the system of Beitzel '970 in order to provide a final polishing step that produces a 
very pure water stream to the end user. It is submitted that absent a proper showing of criticality 
of unexpected results, the filtration efficiency of the pre-filter is considered to be a parameter that 
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would have been routinely optimized by one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention in order to minimize interference with the irradiation chamber. 

19. Claims 17-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Beitzel '970 
in view of Engelhard '848. 

20. Beitzel '970 discloses all of the limitations of the claims as discussed above except that 
the first filter is a hollow cylinder sealed at its ends in the filtration chamber and that the filter 
removes substantially all particles greater in size than 5 microns. Engelhard '848 discloses a 
water treatment system with a cylindrical filter element as described in paragraph 10 above. It 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify the filter of Beitzel '970 by using the filter arrangement of Engelhard '848 in order to 
provide a simple design that has a large area for water flow to pass through the filtration media in 
a small chamber. It is submitted that the filtration efficiency of the filter would have been an 
obvious modification for the reason discussed in paragraph 18 above. 

21. Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Beitzel '970 in 
view of Engelhard '848 as applied to claim 20 above, and further in view of Cohen et al. '498. 

22. Beitzel '970 in view of Engelhard '848 disclose all of the limitations of the claim except 
that a second finer filter is provided downstream of the second chamber. Cohen et al. '498 
disclose a water treatment system as described in paragraph 18 above. It would have been 
obvious to one skilled in the art to modify the system of the prior art by using a downstream fine 
filter for the same reasons given in paragraph 18. 

23. Claim 26 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Engelhard '848 
in view of Beitzel '970. 
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24. Engelhard '848 discloses all of the limitations of the claim as discussed above except that 
water is clarified in a pre-filter filtration chamber before it is introduced into the irradiation 
chamber. Beitzel '970 discloses a water treatment system having a filter upstream of an 
irradiation chamber as described in paragraph 12 above. It would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the system of Engelhard 

4 848 by using an upstream filter in order to provide a means for removing particulates that could 
interfere with the performance of the irradiation chamber. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

25. Claims 2, 4-7, 14, 15 and 22 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of 
the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

26. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. The additional references listed on the attached PTO-892 form disclose water 
treatment systems having an ultraviolet unit. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Frank M. Lawrence whose telephone number is 571-272-1 161. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thurs 7:30-6:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Blaine Copenheaver can be reached on 571-272-1 156. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (703) 872-9306. 
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Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 571-272-0987. 
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Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 1724 
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